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CLARIFICATION Equation 2 posits:
Assuming that changes (D) in somatic chemical energy content are calculated as initial minus final during the period of TEE bal (as we did), this equation is correct.
However, as Equation 2 is actually a restatement of Equation 1:
Dsomatic energy content ¼ total energy intake À total energy expenditure ð1Þ
for consistency and clarity, Equation 2 should read MEI minus changes in somatic energy content: 3, 4 we recalculated TEE bal using Equation 2 revised. As expected, this simplified estimate of TEE bal has minimal effects in the current study owing to the relatively small change in body mass among the different groups: for example, mean differences (between TEE bal and TEE IC ) for the two techniques (revised Figure 1d) were only 2.3% higher in DIO-AL, 1.1% higher in DIO-WR, 1.0% higher in CON-AL and 0.9% higher in CON-WR for the recalculated versus original values (see revised Figure 1d ). Likewise, the correlations of TEE by balance and calorimetry were essentially unaffected: R 2 ¼ 0.8754 in original calculation (Figure 1b) and R 2 ¼ 0.8686 in the revised calculation (revised Figure 1b) .
